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U.S. Customs Service 
(T.D. 77-65) 
Countervailing Duties—Spirits from Great Britain 


Revocation of Treasury Decisions 34466 and 47753 which 
imposed Countervailing Duties 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 
CHAPTER 1—UnITED States Customs SERVICE 
PART 159—LIQUIDATION OF DUTIES 


On May 25, 1914, the Treasury Department in T.D. 34466, im- 
posed countervailing duties on certain classes of spirits imported 
directly or indirectly from the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland, under paragraph £ of section 4 of the Tariff Act of October 3, 
1913. The additional duties, equivalent to the export bounties, were 
3 pence per gallon on “plain British spirits” and ‘‘spirits in the nature 
of spirits of wine,” and 5 pence per gallon on “British compounded 
spirits.” 

This decision was then modified, and appropriate instructions were 
issued for clarification several times. For example, on December 11, 
1914, in T.D. 34982, the collection of countervailing duties on rum 
was discontinued since no allowance whatever was payable on the 
exportation of rum from Great Britain. 

On June 20, 1935, in T.D. 47753, it was stated that: “Section 303 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 carries forward the principle of its antece- 
dents in tariff legislation, section 4 of the Tariff Act of 1913 and sec- 
tion 303 of the Tariff Act of 1922, and in view of the fact that the 
export bounties set forth in T.D. 34466 . . . have been paid con- 
tinuously since the date of T.D. 34466, the Bureau [of Customs] 
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regards the Treasury decisions as being in full force and effect and as 
being applicable to the spirits imported directly or indirectly from the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and from the 
Irish Free State, notwithstanding that the bounties are paid by dif- 
ferent units of the British Commonwealth of Nations.” 

On September 7, 1950, in T.D. 52555, it was stated that upon 
receipt of information, the 3 pence per gallon export bounty on spirits 
exported from the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland was repealed, and T.D.’s 34466 and 47753 were modified ‘‘so 
as not to require the assessment of countervailing duties on imported 
‘plain British spirits’ and ‘spirits in the nature of spirits of wine.’ ”’ 
Then, in T.D. 55812, which was published in the Feprrat Recister 
of January 24, 1963 (28 F.R. 635), liqueurs described as ‘British 
Spirits Sweetened in Bond,” and exported to the United States by 
Long John Distilleries, Ltd., of Glasgow, Scotland, were exempted. 

The Treasury Department has been informed that by British 
Revenue Act of 1968, the British Government has terminated all 
remaining export allowances on spirits. That Act provided, however, 
that export allowances would continue on shipments under contract 
made prior to November 19, 1967. After due investigation it is hereby 
determined that bounties or grants within the meaning of section 303 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C, 1303), are no longer 
being paid or bestowed upon the exportation of spirits from Great 
Britain. 

Accordingly, countervailing duties will not be collected on spirits 
imported from Great Britain directly or indirectly which are or will 
be entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption on or 
after the date of publication of this notice in the Feprerat Reatster. 
Neither will such duties be collected on any entries of such spirits 
which have not been liquidated or the liquidation of which has not 
become final by such date. 

The table in section 159.47(f) of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
159.47(f)) is amended by deleting, after the word “Great Britain” 
in the column headed “Country,” the word “spirits” in the column 
headed “Commodity”; by deleting T.D.’s 34466, 34752, 34982, 
35089, 35510, 35668, 47826-7, 52555 and 55812 from the column 
headed ‘“Treasury Decision’; and, by deleting all referenced actions 
following the above-stated T.D.’s in the column headed ‘Action’. 
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(R.S. 251, secs. 303, as amended, 624; 46 Stat. 687, 759, 88 Stat. 2049; 19 
U.S.C. 66, 1303, as amended, 1624.) 
(APP-4-05) 
Vernon D. AcrEE, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved February 8, 1977, 
Joun H. Harper, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the FeprerRAL Register February 15, 1977 (42 FR 9168)] 


(T.D. 77-66) 
Fish—Tariff Rate Quota 


The tariff-rate quota for the calendar year 1977, on certain fish dutiable under 
item 110.50, Tariff Schedules of the United States 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1977. 


In accordance with item 110.50 of part 3, schedule 1, Tariff 
Schedules of the United States, it has been ascertained that the 
average aggregate apparent annual consumption in the United States 
of fish, fresh, chilled or frozen, fillets, steaks, and sticks, of cod, cusk, 
haddock, hake, pollock, and rosefish, in the three years preceding 
1977, calculated in the manner provided for in headnote 1, part 3A, 
schedule 1, was 236,249,096 pounds. The quantity of fish that may 
be imported for consumption during the calendar year 1977 at the 
reduced rate of duty under item 110.50 is, therefore, 35,437,364 
pounds. 

(QUO-2-1) 


Vernon D. Acree, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


{Published in the FeprrAL Reaister February 17, 1977 (42 FR 9739)] 
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(T.D. 77-67) 
Foreign Currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., February 8, 1977. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 77-51 for the 
following country. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following rates: 


Mexico peso: 


pemary- SI Yer 7 cS 2 bs ab 221i. . $0. 0446 
PemrMary 1,: 2077 2292 he aoa tek . 0444 
EY GOES re iccnnndn deve nucsesvarss . 0440 
OREEEEY O, PORE ds cnpananneesuaycennnsoces . 0430 
PES Ty PONE ence honenuecanee ewe res . 0440 


(LIQ-3) 
G. S. SHREVE, 
for Joan B. O’Loveutin, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 77-68) 
Foreign currencees—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Xeserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., February 4, 1977. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buying 
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rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 


SOOEY DRE Gig = Ds campy asin eens esa ce QO eee 
DO Be BOSE h gitcc cee ene ee Seen we 0. 2151 
PeReUeny ME acicins Jab adc-estinnh~- ~~. 0. 2148 
EY A Be et tE taal Enel ho osc nunene 0. 2149 
Pemrasey.6, Feevees. 2.40 cee 0. 2145 
Iran rial: 
I 20s TEE 0a ite BE oe tv hn naosmnwe ce eh $0. 0144 
NE Ce so orc ul ddd acdsee 0.0144 
NN i Ke iin caw adem meni 0. 0144 
February 9; Fri. .................205604 0. 0144 
EE BG ive ninncnccwecetoeu 0. 0143 
Philippines peso: 
January 31—February 4, 1977__._.---------- $0. 1340 
Singapore dollar: 
EE WE OS oe oh oe wack seas $0. 4065 
Se ok Soke oe - a ewrowecnwe 0. 4066 
I I i i keen nowcnny 0. 4066 
Deeraeey 0, 20Tiiicedou tl: & dase... ...... 0. 4066 
SEY © BO i kes dicdias nce a scnnnnauen 0. 4060 
Thailand baht (tical): 
January 31—February 4, 1977_____---------- $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3) 


Joun B. O’LovcHiiy, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


90_2809__77 
229-302—77——_ 


to 








Decisions of the United States 
Customs Court 


United States Customs Court 
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(C.D. 4687) 
THE WesTMINSTER Corp. v. UNITED STATES 
Vinyl shoe uppers 
Court No. 73-7-01717 
Port of Baltimore 
[Judgment for plaintiff.] 
(Decided January 31, 1977) 

Donohue & Donohue (James A. Geraghty of counsel) for the plaintiff. 


Irving Jaffe, Acting Assistant Attorney General (Bruce M. Mitchell, trial 
attorney), for the defendant. 
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Forp, Judge: This matter is before the court by virtue of a motion 
for summary judgment made by plaintiff pursuant to rule 8.2 of the 
rules of this court. Defendant filed a cross-motion for summary judg- 
ment and for dismissal of protest 1303-—2-000623 as to certain entries 
as being filed more than 90 days after the date of liquidation. Plaintiff 
then requested and the court granted a motion for oral argument. 
The issue for determination is the proper classification of certain vinyl 
uppers, intended for use and actually used as footwear for children 
after being subjected to manufacturing which is described infra. 
Customs classified the merchandise under item 772.30 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States as wearing apparel not specially pro- 
vided for, of rubber or plastics. Plaintiff contends said merchandise to 
be properly subject to classification under item 700.55, TSUS, as 
modified by T.D. 68-9, as footwear having uppers of rubber or 
plastics. Alternatively plaintiff claims under item 791.25 TSUS, as 
modified, supra, as leather cut or wholly or partly manufactured into 
forms or shapes suitable for conversion into footwear, by virtue of the 
similitude provision set forth in item 798.00, TSUS, or under item 
774.60, TSUS, as modified, supra, as articles not specially provided 
for, of rubber or plastics. 

The pertinent statutory provisions involved are as follows: 


General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation: 


10. General Interpretative Rules. For the purposes of these 
schedules— 

* * * * * * * 

(c) an imported article which is described in two or more 
provisions of the schedules is classifiable in the provision which 
most specifically describes it * * *; 

* * * * * * * 


(h) unless the context requires otherwise, a tariff description 
for an article covers such article, whether assembled or not 
assembled, and whether finished or not finished ; 


Tariff Schedules of the United States: 


ScHEDULE 7. —SpectFiepD Propuwcts; 
MISCELLANEOUS AND Non- 
ENUMERATED Propvwcts 


Part 1. — Footwear; HEADWEAR 
AND Hart Braips; 
ILOVES; LUGGAGE, 
Hanpsaas, BiLirops, 
AND Orner Fiat Goops 
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Subpart A. — Footwear 
* * * * * * * 
Footwear (whether or not described else- 
where in this subpart) which is over 50 
percent by weight of rubber or plastics 
or over 50 percent by weight of fibers 
and rubber or plastics with at least 10 
percent by weight being rubber or 
plastics: 
* * k ae oe * * 
Other footwear (except footwear 
having uppers of which over 50 
percent of the exterior surface 
area is leather): 
700.55 Having uppers of which over 90 
percent of the exterior surface 
is rubber or plastics (except 
footwear having foxing or a 
foxing-like band applied or 
molded at the sole and over- 
lapping the upper)_______---- 6% ad val. 
* * * * * * * 


Part 12.— Rupeer Anp Puastics Propwucts 


Subpart C. — Specified Rubber 
and Plastics 


Products 
772.30 Wearing apparel (including rainwear) not 
specially provided for, of rubber or 
UN ee te Ae ee eed 12.5% ad val. 
* * ok * * * * 
Subpart D. — Articles Not 
Specially 
Provided For 
of Rubber or 
Plastics 
Articles not specially provided for, of 
rubber or plastics: 
* * * * * * * 
774.60 Other 


Se OT En ave ania 8.5% ad val. 

* ok *K * aw * ok 
Part 13. — Propucts Nor Exsr- 

WHERE ENUMERATED 
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Subpart B. - Articles of 
Fur and of 
Leather 
* Ba * * 
Leather cut or wholly or partly manu- 
factured into forms or shapes suitable 
for conversion into footwear: 


K * * * Ed * * 
791.25 ROHNRS ae fa eri ee ee ee cy ee 5° ad val. 
* * * * * * * 


Part 14. - NONENUMERATED Propwcts 


Any article, not provided for elsewhere in 
these schedules: 

Which is similar in the use to which it 
may be applied to any article or 
articles enumerated in any of the 
foregoing provisions of these sched- 
ules as chargeable with duty: 


798.00 Most resembling as to use a 
particular enumerated article 
chargeable with duty___..__. The same rate 


of duty as 
the particu- 
lar enumer- 
ated article 


which it 
most re- 
sembles as 
to use 


Plaintiff has abandoned the following entires covered by two of the 
protests originally filed herein: 


entry 125473 of protest 1303-3-000158 
entry 131240 of protest 1303—2-000623 
entry 140613 of protest 1303—2-000623 
entry 141134 of protest 1303-2-000623 
entry 141135 of protest 1303-2-000623 
entry 141137 of protest 1303-2—000623 
entry 141158 of protest 1303—2-000623 
entry 141164 of protest 1303-2-000623 
entry 141165 of protest 1303-—2-000623 


Claims relating to these entries having been abandoned are hereby 
dismissed. 
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The parties are in agreement that there are no triable issues of fact. 
This matter is therefore ripe for summary judgment. The facts 
agreed upon are as follows: 

1. The articles of merchandise, in their condition as imported, 
are in chief value of plastics materials. 
2. The articles were used by plaintiff at its shoe factory in 
Westminister, Maryland in the manufacture of footwear. 
3. After importation, the articles were subjected to the 
following processes 
a) a counter pocket was sewn thereon; 
b) a box toe was affixed thereto; 
c) the articles were bonis stitched; 
d) a plastic sole and hee] were injection molded; 


e) an innersole was inserted. 


4. The articles as imported were missing box toes, soles, heels, 
and innersoles which were added before the merchandise was 
ready for polishing and packing. 

The primary issue presented is unique inasmuch as the classification 
is under item 772.30, supra, as wearing apparel, which defendant 
contends encompasses parts. Plaintiff contends said merchandise is 
footwear under item 700.55, supra, either as parts or unfinished. 
Neither item contains a parts provision. It is self-evident without the 
necessity of resorting to dictionary definitions that footwear is a form 
of wearing apparel for the feet. This court in Bata Shoe Co., Inc. v. 
United States, 6 Cust. Ct. 50, C.D. 423 (1941) held wearing apparel 
to be a use provision. This being so it naturally follows that wearing 
apparel for the feet, i.e., footwear, is likewise a use provision. The 
provision for footwear being more specific than wearing apparel should 
prevail under General Interpretative Rule 10(c) if properly subject to 
classification in either provision. Even if this were not the case, under 
the same conditions, the provision for footwear would necessarily 
prevail by virtue of the fact that wearing apparel contains an n.s.p.f. 
clause while the provision for footwear does not. Under settled case 
law the presence of an n.s.p.f. clause makes said provision less specific 
in the absence of a contrary legislative intent. United States v. Lansen- 
Naeve Corp., 44 CCPA 31, C.A.D. 632 (1957); United States v. All- 
transport, Inc., 44 CCPA 149, C.A.D. 653 (1957); Jack and Jill Togs, 
Inc. v. United States, 47 CCPA 149, C.A.D. 749 (1960). 

The inclusion of parts of wearing apparel in Bata relied upon by 
defendant is not controlling in the instant case. The provisions of 
paragraph 919 of the Tariff Act of 1930 involved therein provided 
“manufactured * * * in part’? whereas item 772.30 does not include 
such language. In Bata the finding of the court was not as parts of 


CUSTOMS COURT 13 


wearing apparel but as “cotton wearing apparel manufactured in 
part.” 

Similarly Jack Bryan, Ine. v. United States, 72 Cust. Ct. 197, C.D. 
4541 (1974) relied upon by défendant as being ue in point is also 
distinguishable. The finding in Bryan was wearing apparel unfinished 
and unassembled which is included under item 772.30 by virtue of 
General Interpretative Rule 10(h). The court therefore finds no 
support to permit a holding of parts of wearing apparel. 

As indicated, supra, neither item 772.30 nor item 700.55, supra, 
contains a parts provision. It is well settled law that an eo nomine 
provision which does not specifically provide for parts does not in- 
clude parts. See A Manual of Customs Law by Ruth F. Sturm, 
Murphy & Co. et al. v. United States, 13 Ct. Cust. Appis. 256, T.D. 
41201 (1925); United States v. Draeger Shipping Co., 18 CCPA 308, 
T.D. — —_ ae Miller Clock Co. v. United States, 22 
CCPA 332, T.D. 63 (1934); United States v. Lyons Transport, 
45 CCPA er rapes 681 (1958). As far as can be ascertained by 
research including legislative history there appears to be no similar 
findings with respect to use provisions. The court is of the opinion 
that where a provision does not contain a “parts clause’? whether it 
be eo nomine or use, parts may not be included thereunder. Congress 
might well in enacting this legislation have provided for parts in 
either provision if it had so intended. It did not 

The next question for consideration is whethe r the imported mer- 
chandise consists of unfinished footwear. In Authentic Furniture 
Produets, Inc. v. United States, 61 CCPA 5, C.A.D. 1109 (1973) the 
appellate court held that parts of an article may be classified as an 
unfinished article only when the imported pieces constituted a sub- 
stantially complete article. In the case at bar as indicated, supra, the 
additional work and materials necessary for a complete shoe are sub- 
stantial. Accordingly, the uppers involved herein do not constitute an 
unfinished article under either item 772.30 or 700.55, supra. The cases 
relied upon by plaintiff, Abercrombie & Fitch Co., 10 Cust. Ct. 382, 
Abs. 47958 (1943) and Hurricane Import Co. et al. v. United Staies, 

8 Cust. Ct. 541, C.D. 3046 (1967) do not support its contention. In 
both cases the paragraphs involved contained a provision for parts as 
well as one for partly finished items set forth in the respective 
provisions. 

Plaintiff’s alternative claim under item 791.25, supra, by virtue of 
item 798.09, supra, as leather manufactured into forms or shapes suit- 
able for conversion into footwear by similitude is likewise not 
applicable. 
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The law under prior acts is well settled that an article is enumerated 
if it comes within a class made dutiable by the terms of the act includ- 
ing basket clause provisions in the same manner as if it were provided 
for co nomine. United States v. Cochran & Co., 3 Ct. Cust. Appls. 57, 
T.D. 32349 (1912); United States v. Wecolite, 45 CCPA 54, C.A.D. 
672 (1958); S.S. Kresge Co., et al. v. United States, 46 CCPA 100, 
C.A.D. 707 (1959); Atlantic Linen Importing Co. v. United States, 62 
Cust. Ct. 725, C.D. 3854 (1969). It is to be noted the language of simili- 
tude provisions in the Tariff Act of 1930 and TSUS is not identical. 
In fact the change of language is significant. 

The language of such provisions is as follows: 
P Paragraph 1559, Tariff Act of 1930 


That each and every imported article, not enumerated in 
this Act * * * shall be subject to the same rate of duty which 
is levied on the enumerated article which it most resembles * * *, 
{Emphasis oupece) 

Item 798.00, TSUS: 
Any artic le, not provided for elsewhere in these schedules: Which 
is similar * * * to any article or articles enumerated in any of 


the foregoing provisions of these schedules * [Emphasis 
supplied.] 


Paragraph 1559 utilizes the phrase “not enumerated in this Act’’ 
while item 798.00 provides for “ 


not provided for elsewhere in these 
schedules.”” While the 


case law under the language of paragraph 
1559, supra, would exclude the application of similitude in a situation 
such as is involved herein the present language of item 798.00 is even 
stronger and will also prohibit the application of similitude. The 
language “not provided for’ is a broader phrase than “not enu- 
merated”’ and would also include a basket provision if there were not 
a specific provision for the article itself. Therefore the similitude 
provision is not applicable herein. 

The court agrees with the parties that if the classification is in- 
correct and the primary and secondary claims of plaintiff are denied 
then the proper classification is under item 774.60. 

Accordingly, plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment, to the ex- 
tent indicated above, is granted. In all other respects, plaintiff's 
motion and defendant’s cross-motion are denied. 

Judgment will be entered accordingly. 
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Judgments of the United States Customs Court 
in Appealed Cases 


JANUARY 31, 1977 


AprEAL 76-8.—Spanexico, Inc. v. United States—FurnitTuReE, 
APPRAISEMENT OF—Export VaLuE.—C.D. 4616 affirmed Octo- 
ber 21, 1976. C.A.D. 1176. 

AppEAL 76-31.—United States v. John V. Carr & Son, Inc., Paccar Inc., 
d/b/a Dynacraft Company.—Hosse—Hosrt anp TuBInG OF 
Ruspsper or Puastics—CANADIAN ARTICLE AND ORIGINAL 
Moror-V EHICLE EQuUIPMENT—IABRICATED ComMPONENT— 
TSUS.—C.D. 4652. Appeal dismissed January 5, 1977. 





Appeal to United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals 


AppEAL 77-11.—United States v. Lansing Company, Inc.—INvisiBLE 
ZIPPERS—DRAWBACK—MERCHANDISE NOT CONFORMING TO 
SAMPLE OR SPECIFICATIONS—COMPLIANCE WITH Customs RrEGu- 
LATIONS. Appeal from C.D. 4675. 


In this case plaintiff-appellee was denied refund of drawback duties 
under section 313(c), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, on 90 cartons 
of so-called “invisible or concealed zippers” exported from the United 
States and returned to the manufacturer in West Germany. The 
action was brought against the customs officials’ ‘‘refusal to pay 
a claim for drawback where imported merchandise (zippers) did not 
conform to samples and specifications.” Plaintiff contended that the 
customs decision denying drawback raised only one issue—whether 
the imported zippers conformed to sample or specifications. Defendant- 
appellant denied that the zippers did not conform to specifications 
and industry standards but argued in its brief that ‘‘plaintiff’s claim 
for drawback was properly denied inasmuch as plaintiff has failed 
to strictly comply with the applicable statutory and regulatory require- 
ments governing drawback.” (19 U.S.C. 1313; 19 C.F.R. 22.32(b).) 
The Customs Court took the view that customs officials were satisfied 
that plaintiff procedurally complied with the customs regulations. 
The court found on the evidence presented that it was specified that 
the delivered zippers would have coils that interlocked uniformly 
and sliders that were not taut or tight and that the drawback zippers 
were inherently defective because they did not mect those specifica- 
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tions. Plaintiff’s claim for drawback was sustained, and the district 
director was directed to reliquidate the drawback entry and make 
such refund as is provided for under section 313(c), supra. 

It is claimed that the Customs Court erred in finding and holding 
that plaintiff was entitled to drawback of duties; in finding and holding 
that the merchandise did not conform to specifications or sample; 
and in not finding and holding that the importer failed to comply 
with applicable customs regulations, said regulations being mandatory. 





Index 


US. Customs Service 


T.D. No. 

Countervailing duties; spirits from Great Britain; sec. 159.47(f), C.R., 
PUREE is EE NS ee oes ee cee 77-65 
Fish; tariff-rate quota for the calendar year 1977. ._.-...-...-...-.-.-- 77-66 


Foreign currencies: 
Daily rates for Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines peso, Singa- 
pore dollar and Thailand baht (tical), January 31-February 4, 


Customs Court 


Appeal to U.S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals (p. 17): 
Appeal: 
77-11—Invisible zippers; drawback; merchandise not conforming to 
sample or specifications; compliance with customs regulations. 


Construction: 
Rules of the U.S. Customs Court, Rule 8.2, C.D. 4687 
Tariff Act of 1930: 
Par. 919, C.D. 4687 
Par. 1559, C.D. 4687 
Tariff Schedules of the United States: 
General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation 10(c)(h), C.D. 4687 
Item 700.55, C.D. 4687 
Item 772.30, C.D. 4687 
Item 774.60, C.D. 4687 
Item 798.00, C.D. 4687 
Schedule 7, part 1, subpart A, C.D. 4687 
Cross-motion for summary judgment; summary judgment, motion for, C.D. 4687 


Definition (see Words and phrases) 


Footwear, C.D. 4687 
19 











20 INDEX 


Judgments in appealed cases (p. 17): 
Appeals: 
76-8—Furniture, appraisement of; export value, affirmed October 21, 
1976 
76-31—Hose; hose and tubing of rubber or plastics; Canadian article 
and original motor-vehicle equipment; fabricated component; TSUS. 
Dismissed Jan. 1, 1976 


Summary judgment, motion for; cross-motion for summary judgment, C.D. 4687 


Vinyl shoe uppers: 
Footwear, C.D. 4687 
Wearing apparel, C.D. 4687 


Wearing apparel, C.D. 4687 
Words and phrases: 
Footwear, C.D. 4687 
Not enumerated, C.D. 4687 
Not provided for, C.D. 4687 
Parts of wearing apparel, C.D. 4687 
Similitude, C.D. 4687 
Wearing apparel, C.D. 4687 





DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 


WASHINGTON, D.C, 20229 POSTAGE AND FEES PAID 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY (CUSTOMS) 


(TREAS. 552) 


OFFICIAL BUSINESS 
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE, $300 


U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1977 





